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Executive Summary

N

ew Hampshire’s future depends, in part, on the size,
composition, and distribution of its population. This
report provides insights into the patterns of demographic change under way in the state using the latest data
available. For New Hampshire to continue to grow and prosper, policymakers, businesses, and nonprofits must be aware of
these demographic trends as they consider the future needs of
its people, institutions, and organizations.

New Hampshire’s Population Increase Is Slowing
New Hampshire gained 80,700 residents between 2000 and
2010—its smallest population gain since the 1960s. This 6.5
percent gain is still the largest among the slow-growing northeastern states, but modest compared to national trends. The
underlying dynamics of demographic change that caused this
population increase have changed as well. From 1970 to 2000,
people moving to New Hampshire from other states provided
most of the population growth. However, in the last decade it
was the excess of births over deaths that produced most of the
population increase, because gains from migration, which the
state has long depended on, were sharply diminished. In part,
this reflects the impact of the Great Recession, but migration was
slowing even before. New Hampshire has long benefited from
the demographic, social, economic, and intellectual capital that
migrants bring to the state. If the migration slowdown continues,
it will have significant implications for the state’s future.

New Hampshire’s Population Is Aging
New Hampshire does not currently have an old population; only
twenty-one states have a smaller proportion of seniors. However,
the state’s age structure dictates that a rapid increase in the senior
population is inevitable and coming soon. The population age 65
and over will almost certainly double in the next two decades. In
contrast, the number of children in the state diminished between
2000 and 2010, and the number of young adults and family-age
residents increased only modestly. The state’s youngest and oldest
residents are big consumers of government services like education
and health care, so changes in the size of these groups have significant implications for the institutions and organizations that serve
them. In contrast, New Hampshire’s large population of workingaged adults provides much of the human capital the state needs to
fuel continued economic growth. Therefore, the lack of significant
growth in these age groups is a cause for some concern.

The Pace of Demographic Change
Is Uneven in New Hampshire
Population growth is slowing overall in New Hampshire, but
some communities continue to grow rapidly. Elsewhere in the
state, the population slowdown has been profound as more
people die than are born, and young adults are continuing
to leave, as they have for generations. These disparate demographic trends complicate the task of policymakers because the
needs of fast-growing communities for the tools and expertise
to manage rapid growth are very different from those of communities struggling to maintain the local infrastructure and
provide critical services to a diminishing population.

New Hampshire Is Becoming More Diverse
Diversity is increasing in New Hampshire. The state is becoming more racially and ethnically diverse, although the
diversity remains spatially concentrated. Children are in the
vanguard of the change. New Hampshire compares admirably
on statewide measures of income, education, and poverty, but
there are pockets of significant poverty in the state and the
poverty is pronounced among children. Income and educational levels also vary across the state. Developing programs
and policies to address such economic disparities and to meet
the needs of an increasingly diverse population is particularly
challenging when these pockets of economic and racial diversity exist in a state that is generally affluent, well-educated,
and non-Hispanic white.
The future of New Hampshire and its communities depends
on the ability to anticipate change and respond appropriately.
New Hampshire is a small player on the nation’s demographic
stage. Yet, there is much to learn from an analysis of the way
its population is growing and changing. The demographic
analysis provided here is a powerful tool for informing policy
and, in so doing, contributes to the efforts of policymakers,
planners, nonprofits, and businesses to consider the future
needs of New Hampshire’s people, institutions, and organizations and allow it to continue to grow, prosper, and be a good
place to live and raise families.
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Introduction

Key Findings
n New Hampshire’s population increased by 80,700 between 2000 and 2010, mostly during the earlier years of
the decade.
n Migration contributed 35,400 to the population gain,
and the excess of births over deaths accounted for 45,300.
n Population change is uneven with some places growing
rapidly while others are in decline.
n Demographic change is producing both challenges and
opportunities for the state.
n The loss of migrants has an immediate financial impact on the state and implications for its human, intellectual, and social capital.

W

ith a population of only 1.3 million, New Hampshire is a small player on the nation’s demographic
stage. Yet, the state’s sprawling suburbs, struggling
industrial towns, fast-growing amenity areas, and rural villages
are representative of the diverse strands that compose the demographic fabric of the nation. There is much to learn from
an analysis of New Hampshire’s changing population. For its
size, the state reflects a surprising degree of demographic, geographic, and economic diversity. This diversity, combined with
a long history and strong tradition of independent local governments, has produced a complex tapestry of demographic
change across the state. New Hampshire spans a broad spectrum of landscapes, from the expanding periphery of the Boston metropolitan area; through mill towns that ushered in the
Industrial Revolution and have since transformed themselves
into diversified economic centers; to picturesque villages that
look much as they did a century ago; past sparkling lakes, ski
slopes, and beautiful vistas that have attracted vacationers and
second homeowners for generations; to the working forests

n A rapid increase in New Hampshire’s older population is
inevitable and coming soon.
n Population aging will increase the cost of providing state
and local services.
n Diversity is growing, but it is modest and concentrated in
a few areas of the state.
n A growing population of minority children heightens
the need for appropriate public policy responses to address their needs.
n Pockets of high poverty exist despite the lowest state
poverty rates in the nation.

and rugged mountains of the north. The population changes
New Hampshire has experienced over the past decade play
out against this backdrop through the complex interaction between fertility, mortality, and migration.
The future of New Hampshire depends in part on the size,
composition, and distribution of its population. For the state
to continue to grow, prosper, and be a good place to live and
raise families, policymakers must be cognizant of these demographic trends as they consider the future needs of its people,
institutions, and organizations. This report examines the demographic changes under way in the state using the latest data
available. The goal here is to:
n Summarize current population redistribution trends in
New Hampshire

n Show how fertility, mortality, and migration contributed to
these population trends

n Document how these demographic trends vary by location,
age, race, and Hispanic origin
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Population Redistribution Trends in New Hampshire

A

ccording to the 2010 census, New Hampshire gained
80,700 residents (a 6.5 percent increase) between 2000
and 2010. The state’s population on April 1, 2010, was
1,316,470. This 6.5 percent gain is greater than that of any other
northeastern state (Figure 1), though it is modest compared to
fast-growing western and Sunbelt states. New Hampshire’s regional ascendency can be attributed to a combination of natural
increase (the excess of births over deaths) and net in-migration
(more people moving into the state than leaving it). Compared
to New Hampshire, Maine also enjoyed a significant migration
gain, but it had minimal natural increase. On the other hand,
Connecticut and Vermont had small migration gains, but relatively high levels of natural increase. Massachusetts and Rhode
Island both lost migrants, growing only because the excess of
births over deaths was sufficient to offset this migration loss.
Figure 1. New England Demographic Change, 2000 to 2010

Source: U.S. Census 2000, 2010 and FSCPE Estimates

Many of the fastest-growing areas in New England are concentrated in southern and central New Hampshire (Figure 2).
Rapid gains there contrast sharply with areas of slower growth
or population loss in the inner ring of the Boston metropolitan
areas and in northern Maine. Population gains in New Hampshire are stimulated by two trends. The first is the peripheral
sprawl of the Boston metropolitan area. Population growth rates
are high in a broad band around the outer edge of the Boston
metropolitan area including much of southern New Hampshire.
A second growth cluster centers on the recreational areas in

central New Hampshire where scenic amenities abound (Figure
3). In contrast, slow growth or population loss is occurring in
the north and in scattered pockets of western New Hampshire.
This selective deconcentration is consistent with national trends,
which demonstrate high growth in recreational areas and along
the urban edge coupled with population stagnation or loss in
remote areas that depend on extractive industries (such as forest products, farming, and mining). Recently, the recession has
slowed this deconcentration process both in New Hampshire
and elsewhere in the nation, but over the course of the decade
New Hampshire gained population from it.

Demographic Components of Population Change
Population change in New Hampshire is the result of two related, but distinctly different demographic processes. The first
is natural increase, which is the excess of births over deaths.
Natural increase has contributed to overall population growth
in New Hampshire throughout its history, although in recent
years a few areas of the state have experienced natural decrease
(more deaths than births). Natural increase tends to change incrementally and has resulted in a gradually diminishing population gain in the state. The second component of demographic
change is net migration (the difference between the number
of people moving into New Hampshire and the number leaving). Migration has long been important to New Hampshire,
but the magnitude of its contribution has varied historically.
A far more volatile demographic force than natural increase,
migration can change abruptly in response to shifts in the
economy, employment opportunities, and the perceived appeal
of the area, so it tends to have sharp peaks and valleys, producing substantial population gains in some periods and little,
if any, population growth in other periods. Because migration
patterns are sensitive to changing economic conditions, the
current recession has had a significant impact on migration,
producing the state’s first migration loss in nearly two decades.
The relative contributions of the two components over the
last four decades are reflected in Figure 4. Natural increase
has contributed significantly to the growth of New Hampshire
in each decade, but the amount of natural increase has been
declining. In the 1980s, when natural increase peaked, it contributed nearly 72,000 to the state’s population gain of 189,000.
During the 1990s, the gain from natural increase declined by
14 percent. Between 2000 and 2010, the natural increase gain
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Figure 2. Population change in New England, 2000 to 2010

Source: U.S. Census 2000, 2010
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Figure 3. Population change in New Hampshire, 2000 to 2010

Figure 4. New Hampshire demographic change, 1970 to 2010

Source: U.S. Census 1970-2010 and FSCPE Estimates

Source: U.S. Census 2000, 2010

diminished to 45,300. Natural increase is diminishing because
of a steady rise in deaths, rather than because of fewer births.
There were 81,600 deaths in New Hampshire between 1980 and
1990 compared to 100,700 between 2000 and 2010, a rise of 23
percent. This compares to a 7 percent decline in births. This
rising number of deaths reflects the aging of the state’s population, a matter with considerable policy implications, which will
be discussed below.
Migration accounted for the majority of the state’s population increase in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s. Migration
gains were greatest during the 1970s, when the state’s population grew by 183,000 (24.8 percent). Migration accounted
for 74 percent of that population gain. In the 1980s, New
Hampshire gained nearly 189,000 residents (20.5 percent);
migration accounted for 62 percent of that gain. Growth
slowed during the 1990s to 127,000 (11.4 percent) primarily because of the smaller migration gain. The situation
changed in the last decade, when natural increase accounted
for most of the state’s population increase for the first time
in decades. In fact, the population gain from 2000 and 2010
declined to 80,700, in large part because migration contributed just 35,400 people to the state’s growth.
Migration includes both domestic migration and immigration. Domestic migration reflects the movement of people between locations in the United States. Net immigration is the
difference between the number of people coming into an area
from outside the country and the number of people leaving the
country from that area. Each of these components contributes to
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the overall migration gain or loss for the state. Immigration was
important to New Hampshire early in its history and again at
the turn of the twentieth century, but it has played a very minor
role in overall migration gains during the last half-century. Only
5.5 percent of New Hampshire’s residents are foreign born. This
compares to 12.8 percent of the U.S. population. As the recession
grew worse late in the decade, immigration began to account for
a larger percentage of the state’s migration gain. Census Bureau
estimates suggest that between 2000 and 2010, immigration may
have accounted for half of the state’s overall migration gain. This
is a striking contrast to the situation in prior decades, when domestic migration accounted for the vast majority of the migration gain. Immigration’s more prominent role recently is not the
result of a surge in immigration to the state; rather, it is the result
of sharply reduced domestic migration near the end of the decade as the recession intensified.

The Recent Slowdown in Population Growth
The long-term trends above show that both natural increase
and migration have played important roles in the growth of
New Hampshire’s population. However, in the short-term,
population growth in New Hampshire has slowed dramatically.
Between July 2000 and July 2001, the state gained an estimated
15,600 people (Figure 5), while between 2008 and 2009, New
Hampshire’s population gain had diminished to just 200.1
These changes give rise to questions: How could the state’s
population gain change so dramatically over such a short period?
Has the recent economic recession had an impact on these demographic trends? In New Hampshire, as elsewhere in the United
States, women are having fewer children in response to the economic problems fostered by the recession.2 But natural increase
has diminished only modestly over the past several years in the
state. The key driver of the sharp decline in population growth
was the volatility of net migration. From 2000 to 2001, the net
migration gain of 11,000 accounted for 70 percent of the annual
population gain. But throughout the following decade, migration
diminished to the point that the state lost nearly 2,800 through
out-migration by 2009 to 2010. In fact, migration losses have occurred in each of the last four years. Since 2007, the population
has increased only because of an excess of births over deaths by a
margin sufficient to offset the losses owing to migration.3 A continuation of this trend for a protracted period has significant implications for New Hampshire’s demographic future, and thus it is
important to examine why this migration loss is occurring.

In essence, New Hampshire’s net migration loss late in the decade occurred because many fewer people moved into the state in
2010 than in 2001. The state’s migration gain dwindled through
the decade, eventually shifting to a net loss late in the decade due
to a sharp decline in the number of people moving into New
Hampshire from other states.4 Those leaving the state for other
U.S. destinations also declined in number, but the reduction was
more modest (Figure 6). In 2001, 45,800 migrants moved to New
Hampshire from other states, according to Internal Revenue
Service estimates. In contrast, 35,100 New Hampshire residents
moved to other states. The net migration gain to the state was
10,700. By 2010, when the recession was in full swing, the inflow
to the state diminished to 29,400—a 36 percent reduction. In
contrast, the number of out-migrants from the state declined to
31,600—a 10 percent reduction. The net effect of these migration
stream changes was the transformation of a 10,700 migration gain
in 2001 to a net domestic migration loss of 2,200 in 2010.
The reduced flow of migrants into New Hampshire is consistent with the experience of other states that usually attract domestic migrants. The job losses and severe slump in housing prices
caused by the recession have “frozen people in place” nationwide,
making it extremely difficult for them to move.5 As a result, states
like New Hampshire that have long enjoyed a net influx of domestic migrants saw the flow of new residents to the state dwindle.
In contrast, states with long histories of losing domestic migrants
have lost fewer of them since the recession began. The migration
exchange between Massachusetts and New Hampshire illustrates
this point. Massachusetts has long been the biggest source of migrants to New Hampshire. In 2003, 19,000 people moved from
Massachusetts to New Hampshire. In comparison, just 8,700 New
Hampshire residents moved to Massachusetts. By 2010, the number of migrants to New Hampshire from Massachusetts had dwindled to 10,100, while some 8,600 still moved in the opposite direction. Thus, the net gain to the Granite State from Massachusetts
was reduced from 10,300 to just 2,500, a 76 percent reduction.

9

Figure 5. New Hampshire demographic change, 2000 to 2011

Source: U. S. Census, FSCPE Estimates

Figure 6. New Hampshire migration, 2000 to 2010

Source: IRS Migration Data
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New Hampshire’s Changing Age Structure

C

hanges in the state’s migration streams and levels of
natural increase have implications that reach far beyond their immediate impact on population change.
These fluctuations have long-term impacts on the age structure of the state. The tempo and pattern of change in the age
structure are influenced by historical fertility and mortality
trends, as well as by the age differences in the streams of
migrants to and from New Hampshire. As we shall see, it
takes decades for the consequences of trends in migration
and fertility to be fully reflected in the age structure.
The age structure of New Hampshire’s population has
changed over the last two decades. For example, the 20- to
29-year-old age group grew between 2000 and 2010 after substantial losses during the 1990s (Figure 7). In contrast, the
population aged 30-39 decreased by more than 40,000 between
2000 and 2010 after relatively little change in the 1990s. And,
the size of the age 40-49 cohort, which had the largest gain of
any age group during the 1990s, barely changed at all during
the last decade. Meanwhile, the ranks of older adults in their
50s and 60s expanded substantially between 2000 and 2010,
reflecting the aging of the population. On the surface, these
changes seem straightforward, but the demographic processes
that underlie them are not.
Figure 7. New Hampshire age structure change, 1990 to 2010

Source: U.S. Census 1990, 2000, 2010

New Hampshire is growing older. The age change data
make that abundantly clear. Migration contributes to this
situation, but the primary driver is the aging in place of
those currently residing in New Hampshire. Age structure
changes have important implications for policymakers as
well as for the state’s business, service, and nonprofit communities. The state’s youngest and oldest residents are big
consumers of government services such as education and
health care. In contrast, the working-age population provides human capital and the skilled labor force needed to
fuel economic growth, as well as much of the consumer base
for goods and services. There is also an ongoing concern in
New Hampshire about the state’s ability to retain and attract
young adults and about whether the state has an old population. A careful examination of the state’s changing age structure and the drivers of that change address many of these
policy-relevant issues.

Age-Specific Migration Patterns
Although New Hampshire experienced modest migration losses in the last several years, between 2000 and 2010 it gained migrants in most age groups, just as it did during the 1990s (Figure
8). Numerical gains were greatest among those in their 30s and
40s and among children and adolescents. Adults between the
ages of 30 and 49 are in the family-rearing stage of the life cycle,
so their influx together with that of children and teens suggest
that families have been flowing into New Hampshire. Migrants
to the urban periphery include many family-age households,6
suggesting that the outward sprawl of the Boston metropolitan
area contributes to this inflow. Parent-child households bring
considerable social and financial capital to the state, but they
also bring short-term costs. During the last decade, 9.7 percent
more children started the first grade in New Hampshire than
were born in the state six years earlier.7 Although these migrant
children put immediate demands on local school districts, they
represent an important source of young people for a state concerned about having too few young adults in the future.
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Figure 8. Age-specific net migration to New Hampshire,
1990 to 2000 and 2000 to 2010

Source: Johnson et al. 2005; Winkler and Johnson 2012

New Hampshire also gained modest numbers of migrants
over the age of 50. Some moved to be near their grown children,
while others were attracted to the abundant amenity and scenic
areas in the state. In fact, several amenity-rich counties in central
New Hampshire experienced significant population gains fueled
by the migration of older adults. This net inflow likely foreshadows a larger influx of baby boomers in coming years.
The state did not gain among all age groups. Out-migration
reduced the number of people in their 20s in New Hampshire
in each of the last two decades. During the 1990s this outflow
was modest, with a loss of roughly 5,600 (4 percent). The loss
was greater between 2000 and 2010, when the estimated net outflow was 18,000 (10.6 percent). Most of this loss occurred later
in the decade as the recession deepened.8 As explained below,
this net loss of young adults likely occurred because fewer young
migrants came to the state rather than because more left.9

New Hampshire’s Young Adult Population
Recently there has been much concern in New Hampshire about
young adults leaving the state. Figures show that there was a 23
percent decline in the population aged 20 to 29 during the 1990s
(see Figure 7 above). This figure is often cited to support the argument that there has been a massive out-migration of young
adults from New Hampshire. A critical question is: What caused
this loss? As the data below demonstrate, demographic trends

in this age cohort are not driven by out-migration. Age-specific
migration did contribute to it, but there were more powerful demographic forces at work. Recall that between 1990 and 2000,
the state’s migration loss among 20- to 29-year-olds was just 4
percent, far short of the 23 percent population loss for this age
group. And between 2000 and 2010, when there was an even
larger migration loss of young adults in their 20s, the number of
20- to 29-year-olds in the state actually increased by 12.5 percent.
In contrast, the number of 30- to 39-year-olds declined between
1990 and 2000 and again between 2000 and 2010 in spite of a
significant migration gain among this age group in each decade.
Clearly migration is not the primary cause of these age structure
shifts. So, if migration gains and losses cannot totally account for
the changes in the young adult and family-age population, then
what does? The answer lies in historical fertility patterns.
Simply put, there was no massive net out-migration of
young adults during the 1990s. Rather the sharp decline in the
number of young adults in the state during the 1990s occurred
because few babies were born in the state during the 1970s. In
fact, fewer children were born in New Hampshire during the
1970s than in either the 1980s or the 1960s. The shortfall of
births during the 1970s was substantial. In all, 26 percent fewer
babies were born in New Hampshire during the 1970s than
would be born in the 1980s. It was this shortfall of births during the 1970s which produced most of the 23 percent reduction
in young adults twenty years later during the 1990s. Both the
decline in births during the 1970s and the surge in births during the 1980s were due, in large part, to the delayed fertility of
the baby boomers. Women born during the baby boom put off
marriage and children to take advantage of the expanding opportunities for education and employment. This caused a birth
dearth in the early 1970s. Women on the leading edge of the
baby boom did eventually have children late in the 1970s and
during the 1980s. As a result, there were small birth cohorts in
the early 1970s and larger birth cohorts later. In New Hampshire, the birth surge in the 1980s was augmented by an influx of middle-aged adults during the 1970s and 1980s, which
brought young families—and the potential for more children—
to the state. As these very different size cohorts born during
the 1970s and 1980s grew up, the age structure expanded and
contracted as they passed through it.
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Age Structure Shifts
Young adults are not the only age group influenced by changing cohort size. And because the changes in New Hampshire’s
age structure have significant long-term policy implications, it
is important to examine the state’s age structure over time. The
differential impact of cohort size on the age structure is illustrated in a series of population pyramids (Figures 9 to 11) that
trace three representative cohorts over the past twenty years.
The first cohort of interest was born between 1956 and 1960.
This “baby boom” cohort was born during the peak of the baby
boom. The second cohort, born during the low fertility “baby
bust” between 1976 and 1980, was 30 to 34 in 2010. The third
cohort, born during the higher fertility “baby boom echo” years
between 1986 and 1990, was 20 to 24 by 2010.
The relative size of these three cohorts in 1990 is illustrated
in Figure 9. The large size of the baby boom cohort is evident
in the large population bulge among those 30 to 34. In contrast,
the smaller baby bust cohort is reflected in the small number
of 10- to 14-year-olds. Finally, the members of the youngest
“echo” cohort were all under age 5 in 1990 and are represented
by the lowest bar in the pyramid. Note how much smaller the
baby bust cohort is compared to the cohorts born twenty years
earlier or ten years later. Tracing the passage of these three cohorts through the age structure between 1990 and 2010 illustrates how New Hampshire’s population is changing.

By 2000, the small “baby bust” cohort born between 1976
and 1980 was 20 to 24. Because it was so much smaller than the
cohort 10 years older than it, this young adult age group diminished in size compared to 1990 (Figure 10). It was this decline
that fostered much of the concern about young adults leaving
New Hampshire. Clearly, the decline was because this cohort
was so small to begin with—not because of a massive out-migration of young adults. The echo cohort born between 1986
and 1990 reached its early teens by 2000, causing this age group
to grow precipitously. Meanwhile, the baby boom cohort, born
between 1956 and 1960, was in its early 40s by 2000, and their
large numbers dramatically increased the size of this age group
compared to its size in 1990 when the pre-baby boomers were
in their early 40s.
Figure 10. Age structure in New Hampshire, 2000

Figure 9. Age structure in New Hampshire, 1990

Source: U.S. Census 2000

Source: U.S. Census 1990

By 2010, the situation was changing. The baby bust cohort
born between 1976 and 1980 was now in its early 30s, causing
the age group to shrink. Even the substantial influx of 30- to
39-year-old migrants discussed earlier was not sufficient to
offset the reduction caused by the aging of this small cohort.
Meanwhile, the large baby boom cohort was in its early 50s in
2010, setting the stage for significant gains in the senior population in the near future. Figure 11 also demonstrates the influence of aging on the echo cohort born between 1986 and 1990.
In 2010, this large cohort increased the population of adults in
their early 20s despite the migration losses to this age group.
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Figure 11. Age structure in New Hampshire, 2010

Source: U.S. Census 2010

Looking to the future, the growing size of the cohorts now
moving into their early 20s has implications for New Hampshire
fertility trends. If historical trends prevail, these larger cohorts of
young women will likely be supplemented by migrants in their
30s, especially as the recession wanes. This combination will
produce a large concentration of women in their prime childbearing years later this decade. In addition, many young women
who delayed marriage and/or children because of the recession
may soon begin to start families. The net result could be an increase in births in New Hampshire later in this decade. These
additional births may be needed to maintain the size of the youth
population. There were 313,000 people under the age of 20 in
New Hampshire in 1990. This number grew to 340,000 in 2000
before declining to 326,000 in 2010. More than 28 percent of the
state’s population was under 20 in 1990. By 2010, it was just 24.7
percent. The declining proportion of youth is of particular concern because New Hampshire’s population is aging.

New Hampshire’s Growing Older Population
The population pyramids help to explain another major concern for policymakers: the widespread belief that New Hampshire has an old population. In 2010 the state’s median age was
41.1. Only three states had a higher median age in 2010. At first
glance, this would suggest that New Hampshire’s population is
among the oldest in the country. However, the demographic
data support a different conclusion. In 2010, 13.5 percent of

New Hampshire’s population was 65 or older, a figure only
slightly above the U.S. figure of 13.0 percent. Only twenty-one
states have a proportionally smaller population of 65 and older.
Thus, New Hampshire does not currently have an unusually
large proportion of seniors or a particularly old population.
New Hampshire’s high median age is a function of its large
concentration of baby boomers. Only two states have a larger
proportion of baby boomers in their population. Evidence of
the large baby boom population in the state is reflected in the
2010 population pyramid (see Figure 11). In New Hampshire
the cohort born between 1956 and 1960 represents the heart
of the baby boom. Combining this cohort with those born
between 1951 and 1955 (who were age 55 to 59 in 2010) and
those born between 1961 and 1965 (who were age 45 to 49 in
2010) constitutes the bulk of the baby boom. It is the bulge of
these age groups that produces New Hampshire’s high median
age. Having such a large proportion of the population in late
middle age has distinct advantages for New Hampshire right
now. It means the state’s working age population is large compared to those either too old or too young to work. In fact, only
five states have a higher proportion of working age adults than
New Hampshire. This very large pool of experienced workers
at the peak of their earning potential provides considerable social, economic, and intellectual capital. However, as we look to
the future, the aging of New Hampshire’s population presents
significant challenges.
New Hampshire’s age structure dictates that the number of
older adults will increase rapidly in the next two decades. There
are currently 97,000 65- to 74-year-olds in New Hampshire. In
contrast, there are 179,000 55- to 64-year-olds and 226,000 45to 54-year-olds. Although mortality will modestly diminish
these cohorts over time, the vast majority will celebrate their
sixty-fifth birthday in New Hampshire. As these groups “age
in place,” the number of seniors will grow precipitously. New
Hampshire’s recreational and scenic amenities will attract additional older migrants, and this stream will likely swell as the
large baby boom cohorts now in their late 40s to early 60s begin
to retire. Of course, some older New Hampshire residents do
leave the state for the Sunbelt, but on balance New Hampshire
is currently gaining older migrants and will likely continue to
do so. The combined effect of this aging in place and senior
migration is a likely doubling of the population aged 65 to 74
in the next twenty years.
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These age structure shifts are not occurring evenly. Northern
and central New Hampshire already contain a substantially larger
proportion of residents age 65 and over than do other parts of
the state (Figure 12). Much of this is a function of aging in place
among current residents of these regions, coupled with a continuing loss of young adults. In some areas this is supplemented by an
inflow of older amenity migrants. The governments and organizations in these regions will be the first to confront the challenge of

an aging population. In contrast, children represent a significantly
larger proportion of the population in southeastern New Hampshire, with the highest proportion of those under 18 residing near
the Massachusetts border. Because this region incorporates Boston’s suburban sprawl and includes Manchester, Nashua, and the
Seacoast, it attracts and retains a significant family-age population.
In these areas, financing the construction of new schools is likely
to be a greater challenge than building senior centers.

Figure 12a. Percent of population age less than 18, 2010

Figure 12b. Percent of population age 65 and older, 2010

Source: U.S. Census 2010

Source: U.S. Census 2010
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New Hampshire’s Growing Diversity and Spatial Variation

A

ge structure shifts are not the only factor contributing to demographic change in New Hampshire. The
population is also becoming more diverse. Changes in
the composition of minority communities as well as the spatial
distribution of education, income, and poverty have important
implications for the state’s future.

Figure 13. Population Change in New Hampshire from 1990
to 2010

Population Change by Race and Hispanic Origin
Any analysis of recent demographic trends in America must
be cognizant of the growing demographic impact of minority
populations. Between 2000 and 2010, minorities accounted for
90 percent of the overall population gain in the United States,
although they represented just 36 percent of the population.
New Hampshire has a considerably smaller minority population
than the nation, but diversity is increasing here as well. In 2010,
92.3 percent of New Hampshire’s population was non-Hispanic white, making it one of the least diverse states in the United
States. Minorities represent 7.7 percent of the state’s population.
Hispanics, the largest group, numbered 36,700 (2.3 percent).
Asians follow at 28,200 (2.1 percent), and blacks at 13,600 (1.0
percent). All other groups make up the remaining 2 percent.
But diversity is increasing here as well. Between 2000 and
2010, the racial and Hispanic origin of the state changed modestly (Figure 13). Although minorities represented only 4.9
percent of New Hampshire’s population in 2000, they produced
50 percent of the population gain between 2000 and 2010. The
minority population grew by 40,900 (67.5 percent) to 101,400
during the period. The white population grew by 39,800 (3.4
percent) to 1,215,000. Thus, while the numerical gains for
whites and minorities were roughly equal, minority growth
rates were significantly higher. Percentage gains among Asians,
Hispanics, and African-Americans all exceeded 50 percent.
The overall effect of these recent changes has been to modestly
increase diversity in the state.

Source: U.S. Census 1990, 2000, 2010

Children are in the vanguard of this growing diversity. In all,
12.2 percent of the New Hampshire child population belonged
to a minority in 2010 compared to 6.3 percent of the adult population (Figure 14). Hispanics, Asians, and those of two or more
races represent the largest share of this minority youth population. The greater diversity within the population of children
is the result of two factors. First, the minority child population
grew by 14,700 (72.1 percent) with Hispanics accounting for the
largest share (41 percent) of this growth (Figure 15). Second,
the non-Hispanic white youth population diminished by 37,000
(-12.8 percent) between 2000 and 2010. The minority youth gain
was not sufficient to offset the non-Hispanic white loss, so New
Hampshire’s child population declined by 22,300 during the decade. New Hampshire’s experience is consistent with national
trends, which showed the non-Hispanic white child population declining in forty-six of the fifty states. The combination of
fewer white children and more minority children accelerated the
growing diversity among young New Hampshire residents.

16

Figure 14a. New Hampshire population by race and
hispanic origin, under 18, 2010

Figure 14b. New Hampshire population by race and
hispanic origin, adults 18 and over, 2010

Source: U.S. Census 2010

Figure 15. New Hampshire population change by age, race, and hispanic origin,
2000 to 2010

Source: U.S. Census 2000, 2010
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Although minority populations are growing, they remain spatially concentrated in just a few areas. Minorities represent a significant part of the population in the Concord-Manchester-Nashua urban corridor, as well as in the Hanover-Lebanon region and
in a few areas of the Seacoast (Figure 16). Because the diversity of
the child population is increasing much more rapidly than that of
the adult population, areas where minority children represent a
significant proportion of all children are more numerous (Figure
17). A comparison of Figures 16 and 17 underscores the greater
diversity among children. This is particularly evident in the Concord-Manchester-Nashua corridor, where populations of minor-

ity children exceeding 40 percent can be found in a number of
places (Figure 18). Concentrations of minority children are largest
in the City of Manchester, where 30 percent of children belong to
a minority. Here, neighborhoods with significant concentrations
of minority children are tightly clustered in the urban core (Figure
19). In a state where diversity historically has been unusual, such
large concentrations of minority children represent a challenge to
school districts, health care providers, and communities that must
meet the needs of these diverse groups. It also presents an opportunity for these communities to embrace and celebrate diversity,
as well as to use it to foster mutual understanding and acceptance.

Figure 16. Percent minority by census tract, 2010

Figure 17. Percent minority under 18 by census tract, 2010

Source: U.S. Census 2010

Source: U.S. Census 2010
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Figure 18. Percent minority under age 18 by census
tract, 2010—Concord, Manchester, Salem, and Nashua

Figure 19. Percent minority under age 18 by census
tract, 2010—Manchester

Source: U.S. Census 2010

Source: U.S. Census 2010

Spatial Variation in Education, Income, and Poverty
The distribution of income, education, and poverty in the state
varies by locale. New Hampshire is widely recognized for its high
rates of educational achievement and income, as well as its low
poverty rates. The percentage of New Hampshire adult college
graduates (32.4 percent) is the seventh highest in the country,
thanks, in part, to the inflow of well-educated migrants from
other states. Such high educational levels contribute to New
Hampshire’s high median family income of $75,500—the eighth
highest in the country. This combination of high education and
income levels contributes to the state having the lowest overall
poverty and child poverty rates in the country.

Although New Hampshire compares favorably on most
statewide measures of income, education, and poverty, spatial variation within the state is notable. Educational levels
are highest on the Seacoast and in the Concord-ManchesterNashua corridor, as well as in the Hanover-Lebanon area (Figure 20). The proportion of adult college graduates is lowest in
the North Country and in parts of western New Hampshire.
As would be expected, there is a high correlation between income and educational levels. Median family income is highest
on the Seacoast, in the Concord-Manchester-Nashua corridor, along the Massachusetts border and in scattered pockets
around Hanover-Lebanon and Lake Winnipesauke.
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Figure 20a. Median family income

Figure 20b. Percent adults having education BA or higher

Source: U.S. Census 2005-2009 American Community Survey

Source: U.S. Census 2005-2009 American Community Survey

Similarly, the state’s overall poverty levels are surprisingly
varied by location. Poverty levels are higher in the North
Country and along the Maine Border (Figure 21). For example,
12.4 percent of the population and 21.6 percent of the children
in the city of Rochester are below the poverty line. The higher
levels of poverty most likely stem from lower levels of education and income in these regions. In contrast, pockets of high
child poverty exist in the Concord-Manchester-Nashua corri-

dor where education and income levels are high. In fact, there
are several areas within the corridor where poverty levels are
twice that of the state as a whole.10
Because poverty levels are highest for children, a careful
look at this most vulnerable of populations is critical. The
child poverty situation in the City of Manchester highlights
the fact that even in a state with the lowest child poverty rate
in the country, pockets of high child poverty exist. In the
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Figure 21. Percent poverty

Figure 22. Children in Poverty, Hillsborough County and
State, 1989-2010
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Source: U.S. Census 2005-2009 American Community Survey

City of Manchester, 24 percent of all children are below the
poverty line (Figure 22). This represents a striking contrast
with Nashua, where only 10.5 percent of the children are in
poverty, or in suburban areas of Hillsborough County, where
less than 5 percent of the children are in poverty. Data for
1989 and 1999 suggest that there have long been disparities in
poverty levels, though the situation in Manchester appears to
have worsened over the last decade.

Disparities in family incomes likely account for some of the
differences in child poverty within the county, but not all of
them. With a median family income of $80,200, Hillsborough
County is above the state average of $75,400. However, within
the county, median incomes vary considerably. Incomes are
highest in the suburban areas at $92,000, and lowest in Manchester at $61,000, with Nashua falling between the two at
$77,400. Data suggest that since at least 1990, incomes have
consistently been higher in suburban Hillsborough County
than in the cities. However, these income disparities do not
fully account for the fact that Manchester has more than twice
the rate of child poverty than Nashua. Nor does it explain why
the number of children in poverty in Manchester increased
markedly between 1999 and 2010, while in Nashua, the number barely changed.11 In a state with the lowest child poverty
levels in the nation, it is puzzling that Manchester’s rates are
nearly as high as those in Boston (26.7 percent) and New York
City (28.4 percent). Explanations for such disparities are beyond the purview of this report but certainly deserve the attention of policymakers as they plan for the future of New
Hampshire’s most vulnerable populations.
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Demographic Change Is Uneven Across New Hampshire

D

emographic change has been uneven across New
Hampshire. The varied demographic change is evident when considering demographic trends in urban
and rural New Hampshire, as well as in three of its ten counties,
and in the Manchester-Nashua metropolitan area. The patterns
of population change in these selected areas are produced by a
very different combination of demographic elements.

Rural Growth Rates Exceed Urban Growth Rates
Most of New Hampshire’s population (62 percent) resides
in its three metropolitan counties (Hillsborough, Rockingham, and Strafford) encompassing 819,000 residents. These
counties grew by 6.3 percent since 2000, mostly as a result of
natural increase. Between 2000 and 2010, there were 97,000
births in urban counties compared to 56,300 deaths, producing a natural increase of 40,600 (5.3 percent). This gain
was supplemented by a small net migration gain of 1.0 percent. In all, just 8,000 more people moved into metropolitan
areas than moved out.
The state’s 498,000 other residents live in seven nonmetropolitan (rural) counties, which grew by 6.9 percent. Compared to other states, the percentage of New Hampshire’s
population residing in rural areas is disproportionately large.
Some 38 percent of its residents live in nonmetropolitan
counties compared to just 16 percent nationally. New Hampshire is also unusual in that its rural population increased at
a higher rate than its urban population. Migration accounted
for 86 percent of the population increase in rural New Hampshire compared to just 16 percent in the metropolitan areas.
Natural increase was minimal in rural areas. The 49,000 rural
births exceeded the 44,400 rural deaths by just 4,600. In all,
there were only 1,104 rural births for every 1,000 deaths compared to 1,721 births per 1,000 deaths in urban counties. The
lower birth-to-death ratio in rural areas reflects the higher
mortality of its older populations and the fact that fewer babies are born to a dwindling number of women in their prime
child-bearing years. With low birth-to-death ratios, future
growth in rural New Hampshire is highly dependent on migration, which, as noted above, is extremely volatile.

Different Places, Different Trends
Population changes occurring in three New Hampshire counties further demonstrate the demographic complexities. Carroll
County is representative of 300 nonmetropolitan recreational
counties around the country that are major rural growth nodes.
Situated in an amenity-rich area and accessible from large urban
centers to the south, its appeal as a recreational destination is reflected in the fact that 42 percent of its housing is second homes.
Carroll County’s 9.5 percent increase in population was the second highest in the state. However, this gain is considerably smaller than prior gains of 23 percent in the 1990s, and 27 percent in
the 1980s. In all, in the last thirty years the county’s population
grew from 28,000 to 48,000. Nearly all of this increase was the
result of migration. In Carroll County, between 2000 and 2010 a
natural loss of 700 due to deaths exceeding births was offset by a
migration gain of 4,900 (11.2 percent) (Figure 23).12
Figure 23. Demographic Change for Hillsborough, Carroll,
and Coös Counties, 2000 to 2010

Source: U.S. Census 2000, 2010 and FSCPE Estimates
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Carroll County’s migration stream is dominated by an influx of adults in their 50s and 60s, the hallmark of a recreational and retirement destination (Figure 24). Such amenity
migration also stimulated an influx of families with workingaged parents, who are attracted by the economic opportunities. Carroll’s proximity to metropolitan New Hampshire also
makes it appealing to commuters. Carroll did lose young
adults in their 20s, reducing the number of potential parents
whose children would offset the high mortality of its large,
older population. If not for the inflow of migrants, the county
would have lost population rather than have grown at the second highest rate in the state.
Figure 24. Estimated net migration for selected New
Hampshire counties, 2000 to 2010

Source: Johnson et al. 2005; Winkler and Johnson 2012

In northernmost Coös County, declining manufacturing and
timber industries coupled with growing recreational activity and
a new prison have produced an unusual demographic profile.
For more than 100 years, wood and paper products were a mainstay of the local economy, with large mills employing generations of residents who processed the timber of the vast northern
forests. Today, only one mill remains and its future is uncertain.
Yet Coös County is also situated in a scenic region with ski areas
and grand old resorts that have welcomed generations of vacationers, and now amenity migrants.
Coös County currently has 33,100 residents, roughly 1,200
fewer residents than it had in 1970, and it has lost population in
each of the last three decades. There were 3,000 births in Coös
County between 2000 and 2010, but more than 4,100 deaths. This
produced a natural population loss of 3.3 percent. Coös also ex-

perienced natural decrease in the 1990s. However, between 2000
and 2010, Coös County gained migrants for the first time since
1980. This migration gain was the result of amenity migrants moving into the county and the opening of a new prison.13 The migration gain offset most of the county’s natural decrease, resulting in
a population decline of just 56 people (0.2 percent), a considerable
improvement over the loss of nearly 1,700 during the 1990s.
The differing influence of manufacturing and recreation is
evident in local migration patterns. Coös County is still losing
many of its 20- to 29-year-olds, as it has for decades. This trend
is common in forestry, farming, and mining counties, where
working-aged adults often leave to seek opportunities elsewhere.
At the same time, the modest influx of adults age 50 to 59 reflects
its growing appeal as a recreational destination.14 Coös County’s
migration signature is an amalgam of manufacturing and recreational counties. In the first, out-migration of working-age
adults is common while, in the latter, an influx of older amenity
migrants is typical. Coös County is seeking to capitalize on its
growing recreational appeal through a county-wide effort to create a common brand. However, this effort must overcome the
fierce independence of local communities in a state whose motto
is “live free or die.”15 Such rebranding and regional cooperation
is an important strategy for rural communities who must adapt
to the economic and demographic transformations facing New
Hampshire in the new century.
Hillsborough County, with 400,700 residents in 2010, is
the most populous in the state. Hillsborough includes the
state’s two largest cities: Manchester, which has transformed
itself from a fading mill town to a diversified regional center,
and Nashua, which straddles the border with Massachusetts.
The county also incorporates a significant suburban population. Over the past several decades, the proximity of both
cities to the sprawling Boston urban area has contributed to
their historical growth. Between 1980 and 2000, Hillsborough
County grew by over 100,000 people (38 percent), but growth
has slowed since 2000, with a gain of just 19,900 residents
(5.2 percent). All this recent population increase was due to
natural increase. There were 22,000 more births than deaths,
enough to offset the loss of 2,100 through migration and produce a population gain of 5.8 percent. Hillsborough was the
only New Hampshire county to have a net loss of migrants
during the decade. Although the county gained some adults
in their 30s, this gain was not enough to offset the out-migration of young adults in their 20s and people of retirement age.
This migration profile is consistent with national trends for
smaller metropolitan areas.
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Within Hillsborough County there were striking spatial differences in the patterns of demographic change. The Manchester-Nashua Metropolitan Area is divided here into three parts:
the City of Manchester with a population of 109,600 in 2010, the
City of Nashua with a population of 86,600, and the balance of
Hillsborough County with a population of 204,600 (this last area
will be referred to here as the suburbs). During the 1990s, growth
was widespread. Manchester and Nashua grew by 7.9 percent
and 8.6 percent, respectively, and the suburban gain was 19.2
percent. Growth in all three areas slowed between 2000 and 2010
(Figure 25). Manchester grew by just 2,600 (2.4 percent); Nashua
declined by -100 (-0.1 percent); and the suburban population
grew by 17,400 (9.3 percent). Both cities lost migrants: Manchester had a net out-migration of 3,300 (-3.1 percent), and Nashua
had a net loss of 5,100 (-5.9 percent). The minimal growth in the
cities was the result of natural increase; births exceeded deaths
by 5,800 (5.5 percent) in Manchester, while Nashua gained 4,900
(5.7 percent) from natural increase. Demographic trends in the
rest of the metropolitan area contrasted sharply with those in the
cities. Most of the suburban population growth also came from a
natural increase of 11,200 (6.0 percent), but there was also a gain
from migration of 6,200 (3.3 percent).
Figure 25. Demographic change in Hillsborough County,
2000 to 2010

The Manchester-Nashua metropolitan area is the most diverse part of New Hampshire with reference to race and Hispanic origin. Nearly 49 percent of the minority residents of the
state live in Hillsborough County. Approximately 12.4 percent of
the area’s population was minority in 2010. Hispanics, the largest
minority, numbered just over 21,200 (5.3 percent), and Asians,
the second largest minority, numbered 12,900 (3.2 percent).
Blacks are 1.8 percent of the population with all other groups
constituting the remaining 2.0 percent. Non-Hispanic whites
represent 87.6 percent of the total. As a share of the metropolitan
area’s total population, the number of minorities is fairly modest.
However, minorities produced all the population gain between
2000 and 2010, growing by 20,000 (67.8 percent) to 49,500 during the period. The white population remained stable at 351,200.
Minorities and non-Hispanic whites contributed unevenly to
population growth in the cities. Minority population gains accounted for all the increase in both Manchester and Nashua (Figure 26), the first growing by 8,200 (72 percent) and the latter by
6,500 (55 percent). In contrast, the non-Hispanic white population in each city declined. The loss in Manchester was -6.0 percent
(-5,700), and it was -8.8 percent (-6,600) in Nashua. Trends were
quite different in the suburbs. Most of the suburban population
gain was fueled by non-Hispanic white growth of 12,200 (6.3 percent). The minority population gain in the suburbs was smaller in
absolute terms at 5,300, but constituted a greater percentage gain
(82 percent). Minorities still constituted a smaller share of the suburban population (5.7 percent) than they did of the population of
Manchester (18.0 percent) and Nashua (21.0 percent).
Figure 26. Hillsborough population change by race and
Hispanic origin, 2000-2010

Source: U.S. Census 2010 and FSCPE Estimates

Source: U. S. Census 2000, 2010
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Implications of Demographic Trends in the Granite State

N

ew Hampshire’s changing demography has significant
implications for the state. Population growth slowed
in New Hampshire in the first decade of the twenty-first century because migration contributed far less to the
state’s population than it had during the 1990s. This population
increase is spatially uneven, with some communities growing
significantly while others grew slowly or lost population. New
Hampshire’s population is also growing older as the large baby
boom cohorts age in place, middle-aged and older adults move
into the state, the young adult population grows only modestly,
and the number of children diminishes. The first decade of
the twenty-first century also highlights new patterns of racial
and ethnic diversity in New Hampshire. Although diversity remains modest, it is growing, and children are in the forefront
of this change. These demographic changes produce both challenges and opportunities. Policymakers must understand these
varied patterns of demographic change to design policies that
are comprehensive enough to address the multifaceted challenges that the state and its communities face.
Significant policy concerns stem from the varied patterns
of population change documented here. Population growth
is slowing overall in New Hampshire, but some communities are booming. The days of double-digit growth fueled
by large influxes of migrants may be over, but fast-growing
communities, including those just beyond Boston’s urban
edge and in amenity-rich areas, still need programs and expertise to address the complex issues of managing growth
and development. These needs are particularly acute in communities with recreational and natural amenities. Though
the recession is currently slowing growth in these communities, it may well resume when the recession eases and the
large cohorts of retiring baby boomers swell the ranks of
amenity migrants. In these amenity areas, rapid population
increase puts additional pressure on environmentally sensitive riparian, forest, historical, and scenic areas. For the
small governmental units that are pervasive in New Hampshire, managing rapid growth will be a particular challenge.
Many of them simply do not have, and likely cannot afford,
the professional staff needed to address the challenges that
such growth produces, especially during a major recession
that is stretching limited resources. Regional initiatives to
provide such professional staff may face resistance from local governments protective of their autonomy.

In other parts of the state, the population slowdown has
been profound. In some of these areas, more people are now
dying than being born and young adults continue to leave,
as they have for decades. Here policy efforts must focus on
ameliorating the adverse impacts of a diminishing population on the provision of critical services and support programs. Also, policies must be designed to provide access to
needed resources (internet, capital, and expertise) to expand the local infrastructure and enhance future development opportunities. Once again, this will require regional
cooperation among local governments that have long been
fiercely independent.
Demographic trends have implications that reach beyond
population redistribution. The slowdown in migration to
New Hampshire adversely affected the state both demographically and financially. Internal Revenue Service data
regarding the flow of population and income to and from
New Hampshire provides insights into how the recession
has slowed migration and the implications that this slowdown has for the state.16 The data reveal that between 2001
and 2004, 16,100 more people moved into New Hampshire
than left the state (Figure 27). Some 127,900 people moved
into New Hampshire during the period and 111,800 left.
Figure 27. New Hampshire migration, 2001 to 2010

Source: IRS Migration Data 2001-2010
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The sheer magnitude of the migration that produced this
modest net change is stunning. Nearly 240,000 people migrated to produce a net change of 16,100. In just these three years,
18 percent of the state’s population turned over from migration. This migration gain produced a significant income gain.
Households leaving New Hampshire had an aggregate income
of roughly $3.41 billion, whereas those moving in earned $4.46
billion.17 Stated differently, New Hampshire gained $1.05 billion dollars in the 2001-2004 migration exchange, as well as
16,100 residents (Figure 28). As the decade progressed, both
the migration and the income gain dwindled. Between 2004
and 2007, the state gained just 3,900 migrants, and the income gain diminished to $637 million. With the onset of the
recession, New Hampshire’s traditional migration advantage
disappeared. Between 2007 and 2010, the state experienced a
net migration loss of -5,500, and its income gain was just $46
million. Over the entire period, the state gained $1.7 billion
because more migrants arrived than left, and because the incoming population had higher household incomes than those
leaving. However, by the end of the decade, migration losses
were mounting and the income advantage vanished. If migration does not pick up again as the recession eases, future income losses to the state will be significant.
Figure 28. New Hampshire migration income flows, 2001 to 2010

Source: IRS Migration Data 2001-2010

Migration to the state has more than just an immediate financial benefit; it is also a critical source of human, social and intellectual capital. Contrary to common stereotypes, most of New
Hampshire’s population has not lived in the state for generations.
In 2010, just 44 percent of the United States-born residents of

New Hampshire were born in the state compared to 67 percent
of the native born residents of the United States as a whole. Only
seven states have a smaller proportion of residents born in-state.
Among New Hampshire adults 25 and over, just 33 percent were
born in the state. Migrants bring considerable human capital. For
example, adult migrants to New Hampshire are better educated
than those born in the state, with 36 percent of adult migrants to
the state having a college degree compared to 24 percent of New
Hampshire-born adults. Therefore, the migration slowdown has
significant repercussions for the future intellectual capital of the
state as well as direct financial consequences.
Migration also brings social capital. For a state with a modest
birth rate and an aging population, the influx of 30- to 49-yearolds and their children is particularly important. These adults
are near the peak of their earning potential, and they augment
the ranks of volunteers and leaders for nonprofit and civic organizations that form the state’s social backbone. The children who
come with them or are born after they arrive in New Hampshire
present short-term financial challenges to school districts where
they are enrolled, but they represent a long-term investment for
a state that needs to replenish its young adult labor force. New
Hampshire’s modest net inflow of retirees brings additional social capital because older migrants tend to be active in social, civic, religious and service organizations in the communities where
they settle, and they bring with them the expertise of a lifetime as
well as considerable financial resources.18 Integrating these new
arrivals into community life presents challenges, so towns need
to promote an inclusive environment that encourages participation by both recent arrivals and long-term residents.19 However,
as noted above, this influx of older residents does have the disadvantage of accelerating the population aging process, which is
already a matter of concern.
Although the state benefits from the inflow of migrants from
several age groups, attracting and retaining young adults in their
20s is a challenge. Between 1990 and 2005, there was no net gain
or loss of migrants aged 20 to 29 because the inflow of these
young people roughly matched the outflow. However, as the recession began to take hold, New Hampshire experienced a 10.6
percent net loss of 20- to 29-year-olds, mostly late in the decade.
Because employers covet young adults, their numbers have been
a significant policy concern for some time.20 Aggressive programs exemplified by the “Stay, Work, Play Initiative” should be
considered to retain young adults, encourage those who left to
return, and attract more young adults to the state.21

26

The state’s aging population is a matter of significant concern
as well. Currently, the proportion of the state’s population that
is 65 or older is only slightly above the national average, but
this older population will more than double in the next twenty
years. This raises significant policy concerns for government
at all levels. The New Hampshire Center for Public Policy has
nicely documented some of the likely policy impacts of this “Silver Tsunami” in a recent report.22 They suggest that the growing
older population will reshape how the state of New Hampshire
pays for health care, shifting much of the burden from private
to public sources. It will put additional financial pressure on the
state budget and increase expenses for state employee and retiree pensions and health care. The report also notes that local
governments will face challenges in providing social and health
care services to this growing population of seniors, and they will
need to consider the implications for education of granting tax
exemptions to seniors, when seniors exceed the school age population. The Policy Center report also voices concerns about the
state’s ability to retain and recruit a high-quality health care labor
force when both the health care workforce and the population
that needs its services are aging rapidly. These problems are exacerbated by the uneven distribution of seniors within the state,
which means that many of these challenges will impact some
areas more than others. As the Center for Public Policy’s report
emphasizes, now is the time to prepare for this Silver Tsunami.
Findings here underscore the urgency of addressing the issues
raised in the Center’s report. A rapid increase in New Hampshire’s senior population is inevitable, and it is coming soon.
New Hampshire’s growing diversity also presents challenges
and opportunities. The growth of the population of minority
children partially offsets the declining number of children.
This is an important advantage to a state challenged by an aging population and a potential shortage of young people in the
near future. Because children are in the forefront of the state’s

growing diversity, institutions that serve young people, such as
education and health care, will be the first to face the challenges of this growing diversity. For example, the new racial and
ethnic diversity among New Hampshire’s children, specifically
those that face language or other cultural barriers, heightens
the need for appropriate public policy responses to changing
health conditions (for example, culturally-sensitive obstetrics
and pediatric care), school programs (such as pre-school programs, ESL, or LEP) and community services (including recreational programs, teen employment, and juvenile justice). Institutions that serve children are among the most expensive for
local governments. Adjusting to growing diversity is a financial challenge for communities during the best of times, much
less when they face the worst recession in a generation. Nor
are financial problems the only challenges communities face in
dealing with diversity. In other parts of the United States, growing minority populations are transforming the social fabric of
many communities, while raising important policy questions
(schooling, political participation, racial tensions, and more)
about the successful incorporation of diverse populations into
American society.23 New Hampshire’s future depends, in part,
on its children and the residential patterns of those children,
that is, whether they are increasingly growing up in multiracial and multiethnic communities where opportunities for
mutual understanding and acceptance are greater.24 For New
Hampshire’s young people, their exposure to racial diversity—
in neighborhoods and communities—will remake patterns of
interracial relations and friendship networks, now and in the
future.25 New Hampshire must be prepared to embrace such
opportunities and address related challenges as the minority
child population continues to grow. Because minorities are
concentrated within a few areas and non-Hispanic whites remain the majority in most of the state, the challenges and opportunities facing policymakers will be localized.
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Summary

N

ew Hampshire gained 80,700 residents between 2000
and 2010. This 6.5 percent gain exceeds that of every
other northeastern state, though it is modest compared
to growth rates elsewhere in the nation. Natural increase and migration fueled growth, though the relative contribution of each
varied over the course of the decade. New Hampshire gained
both financial and human capital from migrants, and as a result,
the migration slowdown in the middle of the decade and its reversal to migration loss late in the decade is of significant concern. New Hampshire is and will likely remain a largely white,
non-Hispanic state, but minorities accounted for a disproportionate share of the population increase during the past decade.
As a result, the state is becoming more diverse, and this diversity is growing fastest among the state’s youth. New Hampshire
is also growing older, primarily because its large baby boomer
cohorts are aging, but also because it continues to gain modest
numbers of seniors and family-age households. However, in the
last few years it has experienced a net migration loss of young
adults in their 20s and a decline in its population of children.

The demographic trends under way in New Hampshire present both challenges and opportunities. Migrants contribute to
the well-being of the state by providing human capital that enhances the workforce and contributes to the state’s social, intellectual, and economic life. However, the aging of the state’s population over the next several decades will put considerable pressure on the financial resources of state and local governments.
Furthermore, the spatial disparities in age, diversity, education,
income, and poverty across the state will present significant challenges for government, businesses, and nonprofits.
New Hampshire’s future depends, in part, on the size, composition, and distribution of its population. This report provides insights into the patterns of demographic change under
way in the state using the latest data available. For New Hampshire to continue to grow and prosper, policymakers must be
cognizant of these demographic trends as they consider the future needs of its people, institutions, and organizations.
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Methods and Data

M

ost of the data in this report are from the 1970 to
2010 decennial census, supplemented with information from the American Community Survey
five-year data set from 2005 to 2009 and three-year data set for
2008 to 2010. Additional data are from the Federal-State Cooperative Population Estimates program (FSCPE), which provides
information on births and deaths for April 1970 to July 2009.26
Births and deaths from July 2009 to April 2010 were estimated
at .75 of the amount from July 2008 to July 2009. Estimates of
net migration were derived by the residual method, whereby
net migration is what is left when natural increase (births minus deaths) is subtracted from total population change.
Data for the racial and Hispanic origin of the population are
from the 1990, 2000, and 2010 censuses. Five ethno-racial groups
are used: (1) Hispanics of any race, (2) non-Hispanic whites, (3)
non-Hispanic blacks, (4) non-Hispanic Asians, and (5) all other
non-Hispanics, including those who reported two or more races.
The age-specific net migration estimates for 2000 to 2010 are
preliminary. The estimation procedures have proved quite reliable in the past, but results must be interpreted with caution.
Estimates were produced using a modified cohort-component
method. Detailed birth and death data by age, race, and sex
come from the National Center for Health Statistics. The 2000
census populations were adjusted for the enumeration undercount prior to calculating age-specific net migration. However,
because undercount information is not yet available for the
2010 census, only preliminary adjustments were made to it.
The 1990 to 2000 age-specific migration comes from prior published work. A detailed description of the methods employed
for these calculations is available.27

Data on migration and income flows to and from New
Hampshire are from the Internal Revenue Service County-toCounty Migration Flow Data. The IRS measures migration by
comparing the county of residence in successive years of income
tax returns. For each return indicating a change in county of
residence, the county of origin, destination, number of dependents, and income is reported. Coverage includes between 95
and 98 percent of all tax returns filed. However, the data series
excludes persons who do not file returns (because of low income,
income from non-taxed retirement plans, recent international
immigrants, some undocumented immigrants, and the like).
Although the coverage is not complete, the vast majority of the
population is included and findings reported for the IRS data are
likely to closely approximate overall migration trends.
The unit of analysis for this study varies. In some analyses,
the entire state is used, in other instances counties, towns, or
census tracts are used. Though counties are not significant
units of government in New Hampshire, they are important
units for the collection of demographic data. They are also
the basic building blocks for metropolitan areas. In many
cases, the county-level data are aggregated to other levels
of geography. For purposes of this study, the Boston metropolitan area is defined as the Boston-Cambridge-Quincy
Metropolitan Statistical Area.
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Endnotes
1. The first post-censal estimates released recently by the
Census Bureau show that New Hampshire’s population
gain from 2010 to 2011 was 1,400. This gain exceeds that
in either of the prior two years and occurred because the
net migration loss diminished. This could suggest that the
demographic situation for the state is improving. However,
it is important to recognize that these are only population
estimates, and though they have proven reliable in the
past as indicators of demographic change, it will likely be
some time before demographers have sufficient evidence to
ascertain whether the demographic situation is improving
for New Hampshire.
2. Brady Hamilton, J.A. Martin, and S.J. Ventura, “Births: Preliminary Data for 2010,” National Vital Statistics Reports, vol.
60 (2010), available at http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/
nvsr60/nvsr60_02.pdf.
3. New Hampshire last experienced a migration loss in the early
1990s when the state was in the midst of a significant recession.
During the same period, Pease Air Force Base near Portsmouth
closed, which resulted in nearly 6,000 military personnel leaving the state in a very short period of time.
4. The Internal Revenue Service data used here measure internal migration. They do not include immigrants. A few people
who returned to the United States from abroad are included,
but their numbers are minimal.
5. Kenneth M. Johnson, “With Less Migration, Natural Increase Is Now More Important to State Growth,” Fact Sheet
no. 17 (Durham, NH: Carsey Institute, University of New
Hampshire, 2009).
6. Prior national age-specific net migration research suggests very distinct migration signatures for counties based
on their proximity to metropolitan areas. See Kenneth M.
Johnson et al., “Temporal and Spatial Variation in Age-Specific Net Migration in the United States,” Demography, vol.
42, no. 4 (2005): 791-812.

7. The difference between births and first grade enrollments
declined sharply after 2007 as the recession deepened and migration to New Hampshire slowed. Birth data are from the New
Hampshire Division of Vital Records, available at: http://nhvrinweb.sos.nh.gov/Default.aspxVital. School enrollment data
are from the New Hampshire Department of Education, available at: http://www.education.nh.gov/data/attendance.htm.
8. Earlier research indicates the state gained migrants in their
20s between 2000 and 2005, but this flow reversed later in the
decade. Kenneth M. Johnson, “The Changing Faces of New
Hampshire: Recent Demographic Trends in the Granite State,”
Reports on New England (Durham, NH: Carsey Institute, University of New Hampshire, 2007).
9. Preliminary analysis of age-specific net migration data suggests
fewer 25- to 29-year-olds moved to the state later in the decade
(data not shown), a finding consistent with other evidence of a
slower inflow of migrants to the state because of the recession.
10. It is important to keep this discussion of high poverty levels
in the state in proper context. Even the higher levels of poverty
reported in the northern regions of the state and most of the
pockets of poverty in southern New Hampshire remain modest
when compared to poverty levels in most other states.
11. The poverty statistics reported for the most recent period are
based on data from the American Community Survey for 2005 to
2009 and 2008 to 2010. The data for 1999 and 1989 are from the
1990 and 2000 censuses, respectively. Though the data for each period represent the most comprehensive representation of poverty
available and can be compared cross-sectionally, making comparisons between time periods is complicated by differences in data
collection and sampling. Longitudinal comparisons of these different data sets properly convey the overall patterns of change in
poverty. That is, a large increase in poverty occurred in Manchester between 1999 and 2008-2010. The actual numerical change in
poverty is subject to some error of estimate as well as differences
due to the data collection techniques employed.
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12. Kenneth M. Johnson, “The Continuing Incidence of Natural Decrease in American Counties,” Rural Sociology, vol. 76,
no. 1 (2011): 74-100.
13. Prison inmates are enumerated by the census in the place
in which the prison is located. Thus, the new state prison built
in Coös County produced a population gain for the county
and accounted for a significant part of the county’s migration
gain. Most of the inmates are in their 20s, 30s, and 40s. They
account for much of the age-specific net migration gains (or
diminished losses) in these age groups in Coös County between 2000 and 2010.
14. Johnson et al., “Temporal and Spatial Variation.”
15. Michele Dillon, “Stretching Ties: Social Capital in the Rebranding of Coös County, New Hampshire,” New England Issues Brief (Durham, NH: Carsey Institute, University of New
Hampshire, 2011).
16. IRS data report annual movements of the population.
Not all the migrants who come to New Hampshire stay, and
some of the migrants who leave New Hampshire eventually return. Therefore, conclusions drawn from analysis of
IRS migration data are indicative of the overall volume of
migrants and income to and from the state longitudinally.
However, they may be less reliable at estimating the number
of long-term migrants to and from the state. The slowing of
migration reflected in the IRS data is consistent with other
data sources in documenting that migration diminished
over the course of the decade. For additional information
about the high levels of migration to New Hampshire and its
implications, see Kenneth M. Johnson, Dante Scala, and Andrew Smith, “Many New Voters Make the Granite State One
to Watch in November,” New England Issue Brief (Durham,
NH: Carsey Institute, University of New Hampshire, 2008).
17. All dollar values are reported in 2010 dollars. Note the income reported is only in the year of migration, so the longitudinal impact of these migration streams is considerably larger.
That is, for a household moving to New Hampshire in 2002,
only the income earned in that tax year is included here. The
additional income earned by the migrants in 2003 to 2010 is
not included. Thus, the estimate of the income gain garnered
by migration reported here are quite conservative.

18. Nina Glasgow and David Brown, Rural Retirement Migration (New York: Springer, 2008); and “Grey Gold: Do
Older In-Migrants Benefit Rural Communities?” Policy
Brief no. 10 (Durham, NH: Carsey Institute, University of
New Hampshire, 2008).
19. Glasgow and Brown, Rural Retirement Migration.
20. The “Final Report of the Governor’s Task Force for Recruitment and Retention of a Young Workforce for the State of New
Hampshire” is available at: http://www.usnh.edu/initiatives/documents/TaskForceFinal061809.pdf.
21. More information on the Stay, Work Play Initiative is available at: http://www.stayworkplay.org/.
22. Steve Norton, “New Hampshire’s Silver Tsunami: Aging and
the Health Care System” (Concord: New Hampshire Center for
Public Policy, 2011).
23. Douglas S. Massey, New Faces in New Places: The Changing
Geography of American Immigration (New York: Russell Sage
Foundation, 2008).
24. Robert D. Putman, “E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and Community in the Twenty-First Century,” Scandinavian Political
Studies, vol. 30 (2007): 137-174.
25. K.M. Johnson and D. T. Lichter, “The Growing Diversity
of America’s Children and Youth: Spatial and Temporal Dimensions,” Population and Development Review, vol. 36, no. 1
(2010): 151-176; Kara Joyner and Grace Kao, “School Racial
Composition and Adolescent Racial Homophily,” Social Science Quarterly, vol. 81 (2010): 810-826; Daniel T. Lichter and
Warren Brown, “Race, Immigration, and the Future of Marriage,” Marriage and Families: Complexities and Perspectives,
edited by H. E. Peters and C.M.K. Dush (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2009).
26. Federal-State Cooperative Population Estimates are available
at: http://www.census.gov/popest/data/counties/totals/2009/index.html.
27. See Johnson et al., “Temporal and Spatial Variation” and
R. Winkler and K. M. Johnson, “Preliminary Estimates of
Age-Specific Migration, 2000-2010,” Applied Population Lab,
University of Wisconsin (2012) forthcoming.
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